In the last three decades, managerial effectiveness research has focused on handling and influencing subordinates. However, influencing and managing one's immediate superior is equally important for managerial success. In fact, a manager needs to be influential both downward and upward. There is evidence to suggest that managers who are unable to influence their superiors have low acceptance among their subordinates (Keys and Bell, 1982; Pelz, 1952) . The disproportionate emphasis on subordinate management by researchers has deprived managers of insights and skills to influence their superiors effectively. Our understanding of superior management is scant. T his study attempts to examine the ways through which managers influence and manage their immediate superiors.
A manager is embedded in a role network. He has to work through different members of his network. The study of managerial effectiveness, therefore, necessitates the examination of a manager's network (Singh and Singh, 1995) . In case a manager fails to influence any of the network members, he would face difficulties in getting things done. Hence, none of them can be ignored. Traditionally, researchers have considered downward influence as the base of managerial effectiveness. Influencing people in all directions, especially upward, is now being recognized as an essential ingredient of managerial success.
Although a manager spends far less time in influencing his superior, its impact on his success is far reaching. Effective management of superior helps a manager in several ways. Firstly, the manager can have his superior's support for his actions. The very perception that one has the support of one's superior is invigourating and a source of strength. When a superior does not freely support the manager, the latter wastes a lot of energy in coping with him. Secondly, a superior provides resources for task accomplishment. The performance of any task needs certain resources. Thirdly, the manager mobilizes his superior's support to benefit the manager's subordinates. Thus, subordinates develop more respect for their immediate superior. Fourthly, a superior's time, expertise, and experience are valuable r esources for a subordinate. The manager can learn several things from his superior. Fifthly, a superior helps the subordinate in coping with the political realities of work place. Organizations are b oth rational and political entities. Generally, the superior is more aware of political realities and has more power to tackle them. It is a quite helpful if the subordinate is a part of the superior's in-group. Being in the in-group of the superior is far more beneficial than being in the out-group. In-groupers are more satisfied with their superior and job compared to out-groupers. Further, in-groupers perform better than out-groupers (Vecchio, 1986) . Finally, a superior plays a crucial role in making or breaking the career of his subordinate. His evaluation of the subordinate's personality and performance carries maximum weightage in the subordinate's career progression.
In spite of the growing importance of influencing superior in managerial effectiveness, there is scant research on this theme. Here, we review views and empirical studies on the theme. We can divide the studies into armchair and empirical reviews.
Armchair Views Drucker (1977) pioneered the thinking about superior management. He observed that most subordinates fret and fume about their superiors. However, they do little to manage them. Probably they feel that superiors cannot be managed. But this view is flawed for two reasons. The first reason is that the superior is a human being and, therefore, can be handled like any other person, The second reason is that the superior-subordinate relationship is characterized by interdependence. The superior needs the help of his subordinate as much as the subordinate needs the superior's support. Drucker (1977) emphasized that a subordinate should understand the nature of his superior. The subordinate should also understand his own strengths, weaknesses, and personal style. He needs to develop a relationship characterized by the satisfaction of needs of both (Gabarro and Kotter, 1980) . Further, he should keep his superior informed about his plans, decisions, and actions. Another important way of managing the superior is to do one's homework properly before meeting him on important issues. Otherwise, t he subordinate wastes his superior's time. Weber (1976) provided few crisp commandments of managing one's superior: obey him, work hard, be successful whatever it takes, do not make him look bad, and tell him the truth. Keys and Bell (1982) recommend that the subordinate should complain about his superior to higher-ups only in rare conditions for such a tactic may not be successful. Levinson (1983) stresses the role of timing. Different superiors are in a good mood at different times. The subordinate needs to understand the mood of his superior and then act accordingly. Disappointments are in store for the subordinate especially when a superior does not live up to the subordinate's expectations or deserts him. Coping with disappointment is as important as getting things done through a superior. One must realize that, as it not always possible to find a perfect subordinate, it is also not possible to get a perfect superior. Schilit and Locke (1982) report various upward influence strategies -the rational presentation of ideas, informal exchange not related to performance like ingratiation, promising reward or threatening sanction, adhering to rules, manipulating matters, mobilizing coalitions, and being assertive.
Empirical Studies
Using factor analysis, Ansari (1990) found six ways of managing superiors. These are -blocking and defiance, expertise and reasons, ingratiation and exchange, coalition, diplomacy, and personalized help. He also reported that upward influence strategies are affected by the bases of power, leadership styles of superior, and organizational climate. Singh and Singh (1994) studied upward influence among middle managers. They described eight ways of managing superiors: influence through job competence, networking, assertiveness, personalized relationship with the superior, finding a godfather, Machiavellianism, understanding the superior, and not saying no to the superior. This study was qualitative and exploratory and the sample size was quite small. Hence, there is a need to build on it using quantitative approach and a large sample size. The present study fills this research gap-Methodology One hundred and forty-eight middle managers, belonging to six public sector organizations, were individually approached to participate in the study. However, only 132 managers agreed for participation in the study. A 12-page questionnaire was individually administered on them. We could get back 127 questionnaires. We found only 110 complete and usable questionnaires, yielding an acceptable response rate of 86.61 per cent.
The average age of the respondents was 43.75 years (SD= 5.73). They had average total work experience of 20.88 years (SD= 6.03). Of the sample, 20.2 per cent respondents were managers, 46.8 per cent senior managers, 20.2 per cent deputy general managers, 1.8 per cent divisional managers, and the rest belonged to the miscellaneous category. Further, 62.7 per cent participants were from the corporate office, 9.1 per cent from division, 17.3 per cent from plant, and the rest belonged to the miscellaneous category. On an average, the respondents were in their current position for 2.67 years (SD=1.63).
The questionnaire had various sections related to background information, nature of work, handling of subordinates, influencing a superior, and managing one's peers. In this paper, we report the findings related to influencing one's superior. The section on the management of superior had 20 items. These items were developed on the basis of interviews with managers about their ways of upward influence. Further, some items were also generated with the help of literature. The respondents were required to rate the items on a five-point rating scale where 1 indicated that the respondents observed themselves doing what was described in the statement only in a few situations (15% or less of the time), 2 meant in some situations (16% to 25% of the time), 3 represented fairly regularly (36% to 65% of the time), 4 showed often (66% to 85% of the time) and 5 referred to in most situations (86% or more of the time).
Results
Data were subjected to principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation by using the criterion that factors with eigen value greater than 1.00 were retained. Loadings exceeding .30 were considered for determining factors. Table 1 shows various factors, item loadings, eigen values, and percentage of variance explained by each factor. Factor analysis yielded five factors accounting for 61.6 per cent of total variance. Factor 1 labelled information sharing consisted of five items and explained 26.1 per cent of the variance. It reflected information giving and understanding superior's expectations. Factor 2, expertise, referred to job knowledge and understanding of personality of the superior. Factor 3, manipulation, focused on the manipulation of information and networking with the superior of the superior. Factor 4, confrontation, consisting of two items, involved defying one's superior. Finally, factor 5, personalized relationship, consisting of two items focused on personal relations with the superior. Table 2 shows that information sharing was positively related to expertise, confrontation, and personalized relationship. Expertise was negatively related to manipulation and positively to confrontation and personalized relationship. Personalized relationship was positively related to confrontation. The scale value of mean for each factor shows the prevalence of the factors. Information sharing was maximum, followed by expertise and confrontation. The extent of personalized relationship was minimum. Cronbach alphas were high for all scales, except personalized relationship.
Discussion
The present study has yielded five salient ways of influencing the superior: information sharing, expertise, manipulation, confrontation, and personalized relationship. Information sharing explains maximum variance and is the most prevalent factor. A manager makes a decision on the basis of information available to him. If he does not have sufficient information, he will not be able to make a good decision. Those who are not in touch with organizational information are likely to lose many opportunities. An organization is also a political arena where access to important information becomes critical to one's success. A manager's ability to gather right information is crucial to his triumph. Information may be blocked by some as they feel that it is power and, therefore, it should not be shared. Others may think that if they share information they will have to compromise on their positions. For the superior, a rich source of information is his subordinate. The subordinate is more likely to be in touch with day-to-day affairs of his subordinates and their actions than his own superior. Further, unless a superior gets adequate and right information from his subordinate, he cannot feed information to his own superior. By giving right information to his superior, the subordinate enhances his effectiveness and, in turn, gets the superior's support and encouragement. On the other hand, blocking information can unleash anger and hostility from the superior. Moreover, giving information also leads to receiving information. A subordinate also receives information from his superior about the happenings in the organization and decisions taken at senior levels. If the subordinate does not share information with his superior, he may not get organizational information from the superior. Lack of important organizational information is likely to make the subordinate weak. Ansari (1990) has reported that a major way of handling the superior is blocking and defiance. This seems to be opposite to information sharing.
Using one's expertise is another way to influence one's superior. This factor consists of technical knowledge, reasoning, and understanding of one's superior. It is much easier for the subordinate to convince his superior on the basis of his technical expertise and reasoning as compared to any other method of upward influence. Moreover, when a manager possesses expertise, he can perform competently. Lack of performance leads to the poor perception of the subordinate by the superior. Further, it also becomes a major hurdle in career progress. When competence is blended by visibility, its effect is stronger (Cuming, 1981) . A similar way of handling the superior is reported by Ansari (1990) . It is expertise and reasoning. Singh and Singh (1994) also report that subordinates influence their superiors through job competence. Knowing one's superior is an important key to managing him. There fore, a subordinate needs to know his superior's strengths, weaknesses, and goals. He also needs to appreciate his pressures, problems, and dilemmas. Further, a subordinate should have insight into the leadership style of the superior so that he can modify his responses to establish a match between the two. Finally, the subordinate should know the organizational network of the superior to assess what he can get from him and what he cannot.
Manipulation emerged as another important way of influencing the superior. It consists of influencing the superior without his being aware about it, withholding critical information from him, and getting support of higher-ups to attenuate his power. Manipulation involves concealing one's objectives and/or influence methods from the target of influence. In manipulation, an individual shows one intention to the target person, while pursuing another. Sometimes it can be harmful to the target of influence, especially when it blocks his interests. But it need not be so necessarily. For example, a subordinate may praise his superior regarding his high concern for departmental employees and create positive affect in him. The objective behind this actually may be to get favour for his departmental members. This is indeed manipulation, but it does not damage the superior. On the other hand, the subordinate may be knowingly hiding critical information from his superior to let him down. For want of relevant information, the superior may not be able to make a right decision or may look foolish before others. In such a situation, it is definitely damaging the target person.
Ingratiation and Machiavellianism have been reported as major tactics of manipulation. Pandey (1978 Pandey ( , 1988 pointed out that one of the frequently applied tactics is mgratiation. It is used to establish that the source of influence is attractive; therefore, he is worthy of reward. An ingratiator also uses ingra-tiation for controlling the target person through limiting his decision. Machiavellianism is a disposition characterized by relative lack of affect in interpersonal relationship, a lack of concern with conventional morality, low ideological commitment, and an instrumental view of others (Sinha, Tripathi and Pandey, 1982) . Tripathi and Thapa (1981) found that Machiavellianism is positively related to ingratiation. They also reported that high Machiavellians tended to lie for financial gains. Although manipulation may not be a good strategy to manage the superior, it is useful in certain situations. For example, it can be applied when an individual is not given a chance to show his competence, or when he has a threat for professional survival. When the duration of relationship with the superior is short, it is relatively harmless for the subordinate. But it can be dangerous to the user in case the superior discovers the ulterior motive. No one wants to be manipulated and feels cheated in the case of manipulation. When the superior perceives an act as manipulative, he would experience negative affect, resulting in a tendency to deprive the subordinate from getting reward and to punish him.
The other two strategies of influencing the superior are confrontation and personalized relationship. Confrontation involves refuting the authority of the superior. It consists of two items, i.e., "I say no to my superior for out of the way work" and "I openly differ with him." There are some occasions when it is not possible to follow the instructions of the superior for they may be out of the way, there may be over-expectations, or the superior may be too much concerned with the task and does not respect the personal priorities of the subordinate. Confronting a superior once m a while may be useful but, if it is regular, it may create serious problems for the subordinate. Therefore, the subordinate has to be careful. He can confront a superior occasionally and in relation to important issues only. It seems that the more a subordinate confronts a superior the more power he loses to confront the superior in the future. The logic behind this is that the subordinate can confront the superior only on a few occasions. Moreover, confrontation has to be equipped with logic and proper explanation for saying no, otherwise it can be perceived as questioning the superior's authority. This behaviour cannot be accepted in the organization for two reasons. Firstly, the organization moves through the current of authority and questioning the authority of the superior is like questioning the organization. Secondly, it is not possible to find the support of superior's superior for such behaviour for he may fear that if he approves of such behaviour, he too may face the same problem with his subordinate. The subordinate will have to maintain his cool when he is confronting the superior and should not try to confront when his superior is upset.
The last way of managing the superior is personalized relationship and it has two items: "I help him out in personal matters" and "I have an insight into his strengths and weaknesses." As discussed earlier, the relationship between the superior and the subordinate is reciprocal. Further, it is not only the superior who can help the subordinate in personal matters, but the subordinate can also do the same, albeit its frequency would be less. Ansari (1990) has also reported a similar factor-personalized help. The personalized relationship is an intriguing phenomenon in the Indian context. Dayal (1977) pointed out that the Indian society has a preference for personalized relationship and Indians are more comfortable with it. Social status and personalized relationship affect organizational relationship. He further suggested that there is a tendency to seek patronage and work through a paternal system as compared to an achievement-oriented system. Sinha and Sinha (1995) state that the Indian society is hierarchical. Further, there is a predilection for personalized relationships and networking. In such a situation, a subordinate may like to have personalized relationship with the superior so that he can mobilize patronage and affection from the superior.
We found that information sharing was positively related to expertise, confrontation, and personalized relationship. It seems that when the subordinate regularly gives information to his superior, when he is competent, and when he has a personalized rela tionship with the superior, the superior develops some amount of trust in the subordinate. As a result, the subordinate can confront his superior without being misunderstood. It is likely that confrontation would not lead to misunderstanding and worsening of relationship in this situation. But when there is lack of trust between the two, confrontation is problematic. Further, we found that expertise was negatively related to manipulation. This finding is plausible because manipulation is often used in a situation when one does not have sufficient expertise and reference power. Another relevant finding is that information sharing is the most widely used strategy, followed by expertise and confrontation. The least used strategies are manipulation and personalized relationship. Information sharing, expertise, and confrontation are most widely applied. On the other hand, manipulation, as suggested earlier, should be used seldom. Personalized relationship is less practised compared to the first three dimensions. One may expect that personalized relationship would be widely used. But there is lack of empirical support for it. One probable reason behind this may be that the superior is not a friend and the subordinate would like to maintain some distance from him.
The present study answers some questions, but also raises other questions. For example, what would be the differences among junior, middle, and senior management groups in influencing superiors? Are male and female managers different in managing their superiors or do they use similar influence strategies? There is evidence to suggest that female managers use differential influence strategies to lead their subordinates. But our understanding about how female managers influence their superiors is scant. This area needs to be investigated further. It would be interesting to explore how the influence strategies of managing subordinates, superiors, and peers are interrelated. Are there generic influence strategies or are they affected by context? Future studies need to focus on some of these questions.
